k  On  Sept.  19,  on  the  eve  of  the  UN  General  Assembly,  Prime 
^linister  Nehru  of  India  and  President  Ayub  Khan  of  Pakistan 
signed  a  historic  agreement  in  Karachi  for-  sharing  the  waters 
of  the  Indus  Basin  which  flow  from  the  Himalayas  to  the  Indian 
Ocean. 

World  attention  was  focused  that  day  on  the  General  Assembly,  the  stage 
for  a  propaganda  struggle  which  emphasized  and  deepened — not  agreements — 
but  the  divisions  between  rival  blocs  and  powers.  In  retrospect,  history  may 
accord  larger  significance  to  the  Indus  settlement  than  to  the  words  and  postures 
which  were  transcribed  and  photographed  in  Manhattan. 

Division  of  the  Indus  waters  has  long  been  a  source  of  conflict.  Prior  to 
the  partition  of  India  in  1947,  there  was  a  struggle  between  the  provinces  of 
Sind  and  Punjab.  Partition  gave  control  of  these  waters  to  India,  and  Pakistan 
always  feared  that  a  hostile  India  could  turn  Pakistan  into  a  desert. 

In  1951,  Mr.  David  Lilienthal,  former  TVA  chairman,  proposed  that 
Indian  and  Pakistani  engineers  develop  a  plan  for  joint  use  of  the  waters.  The 
following  year,  Mr.  Eugene  Black,  president  of  ^e  Worid  Bank,  offered  the 
good  offices  of  that  institution  to  resolve  differences.  It  has  taken  eight  years 
of  perseverance  to  reach  an  agreement. 

The  agreement  is  significant  because  it  demonstrates  that  rivals  can  settle 
the  most  difiicult  disputes  if  they  sit  together  and  try  to  negotiate  an  under¬ 
standing.  There  is  now  hope  that  the  Kashmir  dispute  which  has  divided  India 
and  Pakistan  will  also  be  resolved.  Here  is  an  instructive  precedent  for  leaders 
of  the  Middle  East,  tormented  by  rivalries  which  retard  the  progress  of  their 
peoples  and  endanger  the  peace. 

The  agreement  is  important  because  it  means  that  SO  million  people  in 
India  and  Pakistan  will  be  helped  to  a  better  life.  Here,  too,  is  precedent  for 
the  Middle  East,  where  water  is  at  once  the  most  precious  and  the  most  wasted 
asset.  How  much  further  ahead  the  peoples  of  Jordan,  Israel  and  Syria  would 
be  if  Cairo  had  not  vetoed  the  life-giving  Johnston  plan  for  the  sharing  of  the 
tJordan  River  back  in  1955.  How  many  millions  of  tons  of  water  have  rolled 
tastefully  into  Middle  Eastern  seas  because  statesmanship  could  not  overcome 
spite. 

There  is  another  significant  aspect.  This  mighty  project  is  to  be  financed 
by  a  $900  million  fund.  The  governments  of  Australia,  Canada,  Germany, 


Aid  to  Israel.  Foreign  aid  officials  are 
now  determining  whether  to  continue 
grant  economic  and  technical  assistance 
to  Israel  ($9  million  in  1960)  in  the 
1961-62  Mutual  Security  Program. 
Most  American  aid  to  Israel  consists 
of  loans  and  surplus  foods.  Coni,''.ss 
rejected  a  proposal  to  terminate  grant 
aid  in  1959  and  top  State  Department 
officials  may  recommend  its  continua¬ 
tion  without  interruption.  It  will  be  up 
to  the  next  President  to  decide. 

Arab  Baycatt.  One  reason  why  Con¬ 
gress  is  sympathetic  to  aid  to  Israel  is 
because  we  have  provided  economic 
and  military  aid  to  Israel’s  Arab  neigh¬ 
bors  although  they  persist  in  their  eco¬ 
nomic  warfare.  Thus,  last  fortnight, 
Arabs  began  to  confiscate  Israel  mail 
found  in  airplanes  landing  in  Arab  air¬ 
ports;  Cairo  blacklisted  the  American 
Marine  Voyager  because  it  traded  with 
Israel;  directors  of  the  American  Uni¬ 
versity  in  Beirut  and  the  University  of 
Cairo  declined  membership  on  the 
board  of  the  International  Association 
of  Universities  at  its  Mexico  meeting 
because  President  Binyamin  Mazar  of 
the  Hebrew  University  was  elected;  and 
Jordan  banned  Paul  Newman’s  films. 

But  sometimes  the  Arabs  and  Israelis 
meet  on  a  non-governmental  level.  The 
second  Mediterranean  Colloquium  was 
scheduled  to  discuss  cultural  and  eco¬ 
nomic  topics  over  the  weekend  in  Flor¬ 
ence  and  to  hear  philosopher  Martin 
Buber  of  Israel  and  George  Henin  of 
the  UAR. 

Economic  Prosross.  Another  reason 
why  Congress  has  favored  continued 
aid  to  Israel  is  because  there  has  been 
concrete  evidence  of  its  effective  use. 
Israel’s  Minister  of  Finance  Levi  Esh- 
kol,  speaking  in  Washington  on  Sept. 
17  to  the  National  Economic  Confer¬ 
ence  for  Israel,  marking  the  temh  anni¬ 
versary  of  State  of  Israel  bonds,  re¬ 
ported  that  in  the  last  decade,  popula¬ 
tion  had  doubled,  gross  national  product 
{Turn  the  page) 
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In  his  address  to  the  UN  General  Assembly  on  Sept.  28,  UAR  President 
Gamal  Abdel  Nasser  reaffirmed  the  faith  of  the  Arab  people  in  the  principles 
of  the  UN.  He  said: 

“There  is  no  problem  which  concerns  our  homeland,  the  United  Arab 
Republic  or  which  concerns  our  nation,  the  Arab  nation,  or  which  relates  to 
the  two  continents  through  which  the  frontiers  of  our  country  extend,  Asia  and 
Africa,  or  which  relates  to  any  of  the  world  problems — I  say,  there  is  no  such 
problem  for  the  solution  of  which  we  are  not  ready  to  accept  the  Charter  of 
the  United  Nations  and  its  principles,  the  resolutions  of  the  United  Nations 
and  its  recommendations  for  a  just  settlement,  with  the  best  of  goodwill.” 

Except,  of  course,  the  Arab-Israel  problem. 

I  The  New  York  Herald-Tribune  observed  on  Sept.  30  that  Nasser  “seemed 
in  favor  of  reducing  tension  everywhere  in  the  world  except  in  the  Middle  East— 
the  one  area,  oddly  enough,  where  he  could  really  contribute  to  it  .  .  .  amity, 
like  charity,  begins  at  home.” 


yNeutralism" 

j  Webster’s  dictionary  defines  a  “neu¬ 
tral”  as  one  “not  engaged  upon  either 
side.”  But  the  current  UN  debate  sug¬ 
gests  that  the  definition  may  be  out  of 
date.  I 

For  there  I  are  two  kinds  of  “neutrals” 
Ion  the  international  scene.  There  are 
^’neutrals”  Who  are  sincerely  opposed  to 
taking  side^  in  the  East-West  struggle 
because  they  don’t  believe  in  the  very 
existence  of  blocs.  They  would  like  to 
vote  on  an  UN  questions  on  their 
merits. 

And  there  are  “neutrals”  who  are  op¬ 
posed  to  alignment  with  either  East  or 
West,  but  want”  a  side  of  their  own. 
They  se^  bloc  voting  as  respectable  pro¬ 
viding  they  have  their  own  bloc  to  con¬ 
trol.  . 

I 

Bloc  Builders.  The  main  champions  of 
the  "Third  Force”  or  “neutral  bloc” 
idea  are  Yugoslavia’s  Marshal  Tito  and 
UAR  President  Gamal  Abdel  Nasser, 
who,  for  several  years,  have  been  vainly 
endeavoring  to  enlist  the  support  of 
Premier  Nehru  of  India.  They  have 
come  in  person  to  this  Assembly,  hoping, 
now  to  achieve  their  purpose  because 
of  the  influx  of  the  many  new  neutral 
nations  of  Africa. 

But,  as  the  UN  debate  proceeds,  it  is 
doubtful  that  the  new  African  nations, 
which  acknowledge  a  debt  to  the  UN 
for  their  cherished  independence,  are 
ready  to  yield  up  any  part  of  that  en¬ 
dowment  to  bloc  control  of  any  kind — 
East,  West,  or  “neutral.” 

The  crucial  question  that  arises  from 
the  debate  is:  How  “neutral”  are  the 
“neutrals”?  The  record  reveals  a  gen¬ 
eral  characteristic  of  this  neutralist 
trend.  Almost  invariably  it  veers  from 
the  West  towards  the  East.  One  quali¬ 
fies  for  membership  in  the  neutralist 
club  by  demonstrating  an  anti-Western 
tendency.  And  it  is  significant  that 
Mr.  Khrushchev  is  eager  to  recognize 
and  to  pander  to  the ’neutralist  bloc,  in 


view  of  his  proposal  to  replace  the  Sec¬ 
retary  General  of  the  UN  with  a  three- 
man  secretariat,  comprising  one  Soviet, 
one  Western,  and  one  “neutralist”  mem¬ 
ber.  Indeed,  the  attempt  to  form  such 
a  bloc  helped  set  the  stage  for  the 
Khrushchev  demand  to  reorganize  the 
UN  Secretariat. 

Cairo's  Neutralism.  Mr.  Nasser’s  25- 
page  address  to  the  General  Assembly 
was  filled  with  critieism  of  the  West 
and  utterly  devoid  of  admonition  to  the 
Soviet  Union. 

He  opened  with  a  vigorous  appeal 
for  the  seating  of  Communist  China, 
declaring  that  he  “cannot  imagine  or 
conceive  that  this  door  should  remain 
closed”  to  it  Turning  to  the  Congo, 
Nasser  declared  that  “imperialism  is 
trying  to  take  the  UN  as  a  mask  to  con¬ 
ceal  its  designs.”  And  he  posed  these 
questions:  “How  did  it  happen?  Who 
is  responsible  for  it?”.  .  .  In  the  face  of 
the  Soviet  attack  and  Mr.  Khrushchev’s 
attempt  to  catapult  Hammarskjold  into 
space,  Mr.  Nasser  had  no  praise  or 
support  for  the  Secretary  General. 

Indeed  the  UAR  mission  went  to  the 
trouble  of  issuing  a  formal  statement 
denying  press  reports  that  Nasser  had 
assured  President  Eisenhower  of  his 
agreement  with  the  U.S.  position  with 
regard  to  the  Soviet  anti-Hammarskjold 
drive. 

Mr.  Nasser  had  praise  for  the  UN  in 
general  and  he  underscored  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  strengthening  it.  But  his  “de¬ 


votion”  to  the  UN  was  apparently  not 
strong  enough  to  cause  him  to  take  is¬ 
sue  with  Mr.  Khrushchev’s  attacks  on 
it. 

On  the  other  hand,  he  found  it  simple 
to  launch  the  expected  attack  on  France 
and  to  voice  recriminations  against 
Great  Britain.  He  thought  it  necessary 
to  reflect  on  American  hospitality  and 
politeness  to  the  distinguished  UN  visi¬ 
tors,  for  he  reminded  the  American 
people  that  “it  is  an  honor  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  people  to  be  the  host  for  the 
United  Nations.”  He  stressed  that 
“some  of  the  delegates  who  came  here 
.  .  .  have  not  met  with  the  spirit  of  un¬ 
derstanding  and  tolerance  which  in  our 
consideration  should  have  been  extend¬ 
ed  to  them.  .  .” 

Briefed  by  Both.  Mr.  Nasser  saw  both 
Mr.  Khrushchev  and  Mr.  Eisenhower 
before  he  spo’xe.  Indeed,  he  visited 
with  Mr.  Eisenhower  for  some  seventy 
minutes  at  the  Waldorf  on  the  day  be¬ 
fore  his  speech.  No  one  has  published 
a  communique  on  that  conversation. 
One  may  speculate  that  the  President 
may  have  reminded  Mr.  Nass  »  tt’*. 
the  United  States  would  like  to  see  tiie 
Suez  Canal  opened  and  an  end  to  Arab- 
Israel  tension.  It  has  been  reported  in 
the  press  that  Mr.  Nasser  countered 
with  a  complaint  that  American  lead¬ 
ers  and  presidential  candidates  W’ere 
supporting  Israel  and  ignoring  the  case 
of  the  Arab  refugees. 

Whatever  may  have  been  the  tenor  of 


Assistant  Secretary  of  State  William 
B.  Macomber,  Jr.  notified  Rep.  Sey¬ 
mour  Halpem  (R-N.Y.)  “that  certain 
aspects”  of  the  Kamel  speech  “gave  the 
Department  concern  and  were  brought 
to  the  Ambassador’s  attention.”  Mr. 
Macomber  also  said  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  was  watching  the  activ¬ 
ities  of  Arab  students  in  this  country. 

Notwithstanding  U.S.  displeasure 
over  Kamel’s  speech,  Arab  diplomats 
continue  to  inveigh  against  the  Ameri¬ 
can  presidential  candidates  because  of 
the  stand  they  have  taken  in  favor  of  a 
peace  initiative  in  the  Middle  East.  The 
Iraq  Embassy  formally  protested  to  the 
U.S.  Embassy  in' Baghdad  against  the 
speech  that  Sen.  John  F.  Kennedy  made 
before  the  Zionist  Organization  of 
America. 


Arab-Arab  War.  The  Syrian-Jordan 
border  has  been  closed  nights  because 
of  hostilities  growing  out  of  the  bitter 
Nasser-Hussein  feud.  The  Jordanians 
accuse  President  Nasser  of  inciting  their 
people  to  murder  their  leaders.  Th^ 
UAR  complains  that  Jordanian  infil¬ 
trators  are  violating  the  Syrian  border, 
and  Jordan  claims  that  King  Hussein’s 
valet  has  confessed  that  the  UAR  paid 
him  to  plant  time  bombs  in  the  palace. 

A  Haven.  The  Israel  government,  on 
Sept.  30,  charged  that  23  Nazis  are  now 
in  the  UAR,  some  holding  high  posi¬ 
tions  in  the  Nasser  government,  acting 
as  advisors  in  the  prosccutioi^f  anti- 
Jewish  propaganda. 


vuetVEng  tne  news 

.  .  .  continued 

had  tripled,  irrigated  areaa  bad  quad¬ 
rupled  and  exports  had  increased  seven¬ 
fold.  But  Mr.  Eshkol  said  that  Israel 
was  three  to  four  years  late  in  complet¬ 
ing  her  national  water  plans  because  of 
fund  shortages.  Her  farms  are  now 
crying  for  water. 

U.S.  Takes  Action.  The  Department  of 
State  has  taken  action  as  a  result  of  the 
extraordinary  speech  of  UAR  Ambas¬ 
sador  Mustafa  Kamel  to  Arab  students 
in  Washington  in  which  he  reflected  on 
the  patriotism  of  American  Jews.  In 
that  speech  the  UAR  envoy  complained 
about  the  attitudes  of  the  presidential 
candidates  towards  the  Middle  East. 


ft 


tiiat  coavi'rsation,  N.i.s.wr’s  speech  on 
the  following  day  showed  little  indica* 
tion  of  a  disposition  to  please  President 
Eisenhower.  On  the  contrary,  he  must 
^^^e  known  that  the  one  thing  that 
^Huld  most  displease  President  Eisen* 
bower  was  a  public  summons  calling 
for  an  Eiscnhower-Khrushchcv  confron¬ 
tation. 

Surely,  Mr.  Nasser  knew  well  that 
such  a  meeting,  without  proper  and 
elaborate  preparations,  could  serve  no 
purpose  e.\ccpt  that  of  Soviet  propa¬ 
ganda.  From  his  conversation  with 
President  Eisenhower  he  must  have 
known  the  U.S.  position  on  this  matter. 
But  he  also  knew  that  Mr.  Khrushchev 
would  welcome  such  a  proposal. 

In  urging  the  establishment  of  a 
v-'utralist  grouping.  Mr.  Nasser  prides 
himself  on  the  success  of  his  own  policy 
^  '  non-alignment. 

,r  He  has  been  able  to  play  Washing- 
'^^n  and  Moscow  against  each  other. 
4  his  neutralism  is  attractive  to  the  pew 
.sian  and  African  nations,  it  is  because 
bis  ability  to  secure  large-scale  assist- 
'\nce  from  both  East  and  West.  Thus, 
*on  the  eve  of  Nasser’s  arrival  in  the 
United  States,  the  Export-Import  Bank 
gave  him  a  $22.5  million  loan  to  finance 
the  purchase  of  100  CTeneral  Motors 
diesel  electric  locomotives. 


But  what  many  are  too  prone  to  for- 
is  that  Nasser’s  policy  of  “positive 
^Vitralism’’  has  opened  the  doors  of 
;the  Middle  East  to  Soviet  penetration, 
providing  it  with  a  springboard  to  Af¬ 
rica  and  the  opportunity  to  create  chaos 
in  the  Congo. 


How  sincere  is  President  Nasser’s  call 
for  neutralism?  No  more  sincere  than 
his  call  for  peace  and  his  “acceptance” 
of  the  Charter,  policies  and  decisions  of 
the  United  Nations — a  protestation  dis¬ 
credited  by  his  refusal  to  make  peace 
with  Israel. 


On  Israel.  Nasser,  in  effect,  called  for 
the  liquidation  of  Israel.  He  denounced 
the  Pdestine  mandate  of  the  League  of 
Nations  as  an  “imperialist  conspiracy” 
and  went  on  to  say  that  the  Arab  na¬ 
tion  “does  not  acce'"  ;he  geographic  di¬ 
vision  imposed  by  erialism  on  Pal¬ 
estine.”  The  only  s<,.  .tion  to  the  Pales¬ 
tine  problem,  he  said,  was  that  “the  land 
should  be  returned  to  the  condition  pre¬ 
vailing  before  the  error  was  committed.” 
In  other  words,  he  would  like  a  roll¬ 
back  to  the  days  before  the  Balfour 
Declaration. 

It  is  to  the  credit  of  the  African  na¬ 
tions  that  the  large  majority  of  them 
^ye  not  responded  to  Mr.  Nasser’s  call 
a  neutralist  bloc,  and  it  is  a  fair 
prediction  that  the  idea  of  a  neutralist 
bloc  has,  for  the  time  being  at  least, 
fallen  through.  But  it  is  also  relevant 


to  note  (hat  one  rcus(>it  why  Nasser  is 
unconvincing  is  because  of  his  equivo¬ 
cation  on  the  Palestine  question  and 
his  refusal  to  face  reality — and  respect 
order — in  his  own  part  of  the  world. 

Ghana  Stand.  Thus,  one  of  the  most 
articulate  African  leaders.  President 
Kwame  Nkiumah,  surprised  and  irri¬ 


tated  Arab  delegates  when  he  referred 
to  the  Arab-lsrael  conflict  in  his  speech 
during  the  UN  debate.  Nkrumah  said 
that  “the  burning  issue  of  Arab-lsrael 
relations”  is  “one  of  the  thorniest  prob¬ 
lems”  facing  the  world  organization, 
and  unless  a  permanent  and  realistic 
solution  is  found,  the  danger  of  its  de¬ 
veloping  into  an  armed  conflict  still  re¬ 
mains.  And,  he  continued,  “The  solu¬ 
tion  of  the  Middle  East  question  lies 
in  the  recognition  of  the  political  reali¬ 
ties  there.  In  the  light  of  this,  I  submit 
that  the  United  Nations  should  set  up 
a  committee  to  study  and  evolve  a  ma¬ 
chinery  in  which  it  would  be  impossible 
for  Israel  to  attack  the  Arab  states  and 
for  the  Arab  states  to  attack  Israel,  and 
for  some  sort  of  arrangement  to  be 
made  to  keep  the  cold  war  out  of  the 
Middle  East.” 

Nkrumah’s  speech  brought  angry  re¬ 
action.  On  Sept.  25,  Baghdad  Radio 
declared  that  “Nkrumah  was  not  ex¬ 
pected  to  adopt  this  attitude  which  is 
inconsistent  with  the  interests  of  the 
Arab  nation.” 

Others  Want  Peace.  Nkrumah  was 
not  the  only  one  to  make  a  pointed  al¬ 
lusion  to  the  need  for  Aral>Israel  re-' 
conciliation. 

Uruguay’s  President-elect  Eduardo 
Victor  Haedo,  appealed  for  an  Arab- 
lsrael  peace  when  he  told  the  General 
Assembly: 

“However  complicated  or  grave  the 
circumstances  may  be,  we  cannot  over¬ 
look  such  significant  developments  as  the 
affirmations  of  heroism  and  the. most 
happy  possibilities  for  the  future  of  hu¬ 
manity  as  the  creation  of  the  State  of 
Israel.  Therefore,  we  must  formulate 


from  (his  (ribiinc,  every  itcralion  of  our  ' 
profound  wi.sh  for  peace  between  these ; 
two  peoples.”  I 

UN  Agenda.  The  Arab-lsrael  conflict  | 
will  come  on  the  agenda  in  an  indirectl 
way.  The  Assembly  must  review  the  UN  j 
Emergency  Force,  and  it  must  receive., 
the  report  of  the  UN  Relief  and  Work^ ' 
Agency  for  the  Palestine  Arab  refugees. 
Arab  delegations  may  precipitate  debate 
by  a  demand  for  the  enlargement  of 
the  Palestine  Conciliation  Commission, 
which  now  consists  of  the  United  States, 
Turkey  and  France,  on  the  ground  that 
there  are  many  new  countries  in  the 
UN. 

Our  Department  of  State  would  re¬ 
sist  any  such  proposal.  The  United 
States  carries  most  of  the  cost  for  the 
support  of  the  Arab  refugees. 

The  UN  Security  Council.  The  Arab 
states  have  nominated  President  Nas¬ 
ser  for  membership  on  the  UN  Security 
Council.  This  has  placed  the  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  a  difficult  predicament.  While 
the  UAR  has  served  on  the  Security 
Council  before,  the  Administration  is 
troubled  because  of  its  flagrant  defaulf 
on  the  1951  Security  Council  resolu¬ 
tion  on  the  Suez  Canal.  A  number  of 
leading  Congressmen  have  appealed  to 
the  Administration  not  to  support  the 
UAR,  but  at  the  moment  no  other  can¬ 
didate  has  been  mentioned. 

On  Sept.  30,  the  New  York  Times 
called  on  our  government  to  vote ' 
against  Nasser’s  candidacy,  charging 
that  the  UAR  “disqualifies  itself’  be¬ 
cause  it  “uses  an  international  canal  to 
carry  on  a  cold  war  with  another  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  UN.” 

*  «  • 

Th*  Imag*  of  Nassor.  What  is  the 
image  of  Nasser  in  Washington  today 
as  a  result  of  his  appearance  at  the  UN? 
Many  political  observers  predicted  that 
if  he  came  to  this  country  he  might  win 
American  statemen  to  a  better  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Arab  point  of  view. 
For  a  long  time,  his  apologists  have 
contended  that  we  must  respect  his 
neutralism  and  recognize  him  as  the 
leader  of  Arab  nationalism.  But  his 
claims  on  these  two  grounds  are  now 
prejudiced.  Many  Arab  leaders  do  not 
aclmowledge  Nasser  to  be  their  cham¬ 
pion.  More  significantly,  Nasser’s  “neu¬ 
tralism”  heard  at  close  range  turns  out 
to  be  little  more  than  an  echo  of 
Khrushchev’s  own  propaganda.  There 
is  little  hope  that  Nasser  might  take  an 
independent  position  helping  to  fortify 
African  and  Asian  nations  in  resisting 
the  allurements  of  Moscow.  There 
never  really  was  any  basis  for  such  an 
expectation.  For  Nasser  depends  on  the 
Kremlin  to  supply  him  with  arms,  to 
buy  his  cotton,  and  to  build  his  Aswan 
Dam. 
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The  insistence  that  the  British  gov¬ 
ernment  is  invariably  hostile  to  the 
United  Arab  Republic’s  variety  of 
Arab  nationalism  has  by  now  be¬ 
come  nonsense;  until  President 
Nasser  is  jerked  out  of  believing 
it,  British  i^Iicy  in  the  Middle  East 
will  meander  on  into  dead  ends.” 


they  are  allies  of  King  Hussein  of  Jor^ 
dan  and  enemies  of  Arab  nationalism. 

Typical  broadcasts: 

H  Charging  that  **the  Jordanian 
tyrant .  .  .  ^e  mouse  in  Amman” 
is  moving  to  assassinate  the  free¬ 
dom  of  the  Arab  nations,  Cairo 
Radio  said  on  Sept  24:  “For  the 
British  officers,  we  have  prepared 
a  flaming  fire  like  that  which  elim¬ 
inated  them  in  Port  Said,  like  they 
experienced  in  Palestine,  and  the 
same  fire  that  is  eliminating  them 
in  Oman.  It  is  the  flaming  fire  of 
Arabism.” 

K  On  Sept.  23,  the  UAR  charged 
that  Hussein  is  the  No.  1  British 
agent  in  the  Middle  East  Ai- 
Akhbar  declared: 

"H  “Hussein  has  lost  all  sense  of 
shame,  nationalism  and  honesty. 
He  has  nothing  to  live  on  except 
the  blessings  of  the  Queen  of  Eng¬ 
land,  the  smile  of  Macmillan,  the 
dollars  of  Eisenhower,  and,  on  top 
of  all,  Israel’s  friendship.” 

The  Economist,  authoritative  British 
weekly,  ruefully  comments  on  the  failure 
to  improve  relations  with  Cairo  despite 
the  resumption  of  diplomatic  relations 
last  year.  In  its  Sept.  24  issue: 

U  “However  much  Britain  may 
now  try  to  keep  to  the  sidelines  of 
the  Middle  Eak,  the  British  pres¬ 
ence  is  still  wafted  by  Cairo  Radio 
into  the  center  of  the  scrum,  where 
it  appe^  as  an  old-fashioned  but 
still  sinister  spectre,  sheltering  King 
Hussein  under  its  cloak  and  using 
the  Zionist  movement  as  its  dagger. 

“The  persistence  of  this  vision 
is  irksome  to  the  British  and  an 
irritant  to  inter-Arab  relations  . .  . 

“Hauling  British-Egyptian  re¬ 
lations  out  of  their  slough  is  prov¬ 
ing  a  long  and  pedestrian  grind. 
The  intensely  depressing  part  of  it 
all  is  that  it  has  not  got  any  easier 
'  with  the  years.  President  Nasser 
has  the  facile  trick  of  dividing 
most  of  the  world  into  sheep  and 
goats.  Is  it  not  time  for  the  Brit¬ 
ish  to  stop  wearily  accepting  that 
their  inevitable  role  is  that  of  goat? 


As  long  as  the  Arab  press  and  radio 
distort  the  attitudes  of  the  British  and 
the  American  governments,  it  will  be 
difficult  to  overcome  the  hostility  of 
the  Arab  people  and  to  improve  their 
relations  with  'the  West. 

At  the  moment,  the  United  States  is 
host  to  15  Arab  journalists  whose  trans¬ 
portation  was  financed  by  our  govern¬ 
ment  under  a  Department  of  State  ex¬ 
change  program.  One  of  them  is 
Mohammed  Heikal,  the  editor  of  Al- 
Ahram,  and  a  crony  of  President  Nas¬ 
ser.  His  long  dispatches  on  the  United 
Nations,  rebroadcast  over  jOairo  Radio 
on  Sept.  20,  ridicule  President  Eisen¬ 
hower  and  transmit  a  blurred  image  of 
America.  Excerpts: 

H  There  is  a  personal  reason  why 
President  Eisenhower  is  angry  at 
Khrushchev.  Eisenhower  promised 
to  take  his  grandchildren  to  Rus¬ 
sia.  And  Heikal  says  he  was  told 
by  a  White  House  source:  “You 
might  be  surprised  if  I  assure  you 
that  Eisenhower’s  crisis  with  his 
grandchildren  is  one  of  the  main 
ffiings  which  irritate  him  about 
Khr^chev.” 

H  The  President  believes  Khrush¬ 
chev  wanted  to  wreck  him  during 
his  last  days. 

H  “UN  Secretary  General  Ham- 
marskjold  was  irritated  by  the  be¬ 
havior  of  UN  personnel  in  the 
Congo  who  exce^ed  their  duties.” 

^  Hammarskjold  is  “eagerly  but 
nervously”  awaiting  the  arrival  of 
neutral  African  and  Asian  leaders 
in  the  hope  that  they  might  find 
him  the  solution  or  give  him  sup¬ 
port 

'  HThe  United  States  will  with¬ 
draw  from  the  UN  if  Communist 
China  is  accepted  as  a  member  of 
the  UN  as  a  result  of  the  power  of 
the  Afro-Asian  bloc. 

H  American  statemen  have  mo¬ 
bilized  American  public  opinion 
against  Khrushchev’s  visit  to  a 
dangerous  extent  “in  order  to  cover 
the  U-2  incident  with  a  thick  prop¬ 
aganda  blanket  .  .  . 

H  “May  God  be  with  the  leaders 
of  neutrality  in  tolerating  the  at¬ 
mosphere  they  will  find  here  in 
New  York.  May  God  protect 
and  preserve  their  nerves,  for  upon 
them  depends  the  future  and  upon 
them  also  depends  the  momentum  ■ 
of  future  events.” 


Arul  Cairo  Radio  never  tires  of  its 
relentless  campaign  to  portray  Israel, 
Zionists  and  Jews  as  the  real  enemy. 
In  the  current  vilification  of  King  Hus¬ 
sein,  he  is  always  denounced  as  the  ally 
of  Prime  Minister  David  Ben-Gurion 
of  Israel. 

HOn  Sept  22,  Al-Ahram  ex¬ 
plained  that  Mr.  Ben-Gurion  did 
not  need  to  come  to  the  United 
Nations  because  King  Hussein  of 
Jordan  “is  a  good  envoy  to  serve 
Israel’s  purposes.  Israel  is  confi¬ 
dent  that  Hussein  will  speak  on 
behalf  of  Ben-Gurion,  that  he  will  ... 
provoke  Arab  feelings  the  same  as  " 
Ben-Gurion  does  and  that  he  will 
vote  against  the  aspirations  of  the 
African  and  Asian  peoples  as  if 
he  were  Ben-Gurion.” 

H  On  the  day  before,  Cairo  Ra¬ 
dio  said  that  2<^nist  organizations 
were  whipping  t  demonstrations 
against  Preside,  Nasser  and  in 
favor  of  King  Hussein  when  they 
arrived  in  the  United  States.  ^ 

Jewish  organizations  refrained  from' 
demonstrations  against  Nasser  on  his 
arrival  in  New  York. 
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